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All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 



(1) Leslie Wong . 



(3). 



(2) Beatrice LKoempel Thomas (509-324-9256X259) . 



(4). 



. Date of Interview: 31 May 2007 . 

Type: a)S Telephonic b)D Video Conference 

c)D Personal [copy given to: 1)Q applicant 2)Q applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)D Yes e)Q No. 
If Yes, brief description: . 

Claim(s) discussed: 11. 18. 23. and 24 . 

Identification of prior art discussed: Micallef . 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)D was reached. g)D was not reached. h)Q N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 
GIVEN A NON-EXTENDABLE PERIOD OF THE LONGER OF ONE MONTH OR THIRTY DAYS FROM THIS 
INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY FORM, WHICHEVER IS LATER, TO 
FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See Summary of Record of Interview 
requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Applicant's representative described the invention and discussed 
rejected claims and cited prior art. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Examiner suggests amending the hardware such as a processor or a memory to the system claim 
in order to over the 101 issue. Examiner also requests clarification between "an annotated schema runtime engine" 
and "an annotated schema runtime interface", and further define the function/purpose upon having at least one variable 
bound to a node or link in the directed labeled graphp coupled to the annotated schema runtime engine, an annotated 
schema runtime interface and an annotated schema runtime cursor interface. Applicant proposes to incorporate claim 
23 into claim 1 1 and further amend the claim to address the above issues. 

Regarding claim 18, Examiner suggests to amend "a computer-readable medium" to "a computer-readable STORAGE 
medium" in order to overcome the 101 rejection. Additionally, incorporate limitations 19 and 20 and further define "the 
spider cursor" in an effort to put the claim in condition for allowance. 

Regarding claim 24, Applicant argues that Micallef does not teach or suggest the limitation "... create a new node in a 
graph from information comprising a variable and a constraint". Examiner submits that on page 242, second column, 
the prior art teaches if the subtree whose root is Y is replaced by a NEW subtree (i.e., the system has to be able to 
create new nodes in order to have a new subtree) in which there is a direct dependency between the atribtues a and b 
of Y (a, b, and Y are variables that are bound to the nodes and the dependency between the nodes are equivalent to 
the constraint limitation as claimed). Applicant further argues that she still does not think that Micallef teaches the 
above limitation. Examiner states that because the limitation is broad; therefore, Micallefs teaching of subtree 
replacement as indicated above read on the claimed limitation. 

All in all, the interview was productive in advancing the prosecution. 



